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II. REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
A. Summary of the Amendments 

The application still contains dalms 29-45 and 47-80. claims 29-45 having 
been withdrawn from consideration. 

Claims 48 and 64 have been amended In order to correct a minor informality 
detected by the Applicant upon reviewing the application. 

Claims 53. 60. 61. 69. 76 and 77 have been amended in order to corect the 
claim dependency. 

It Is respectfully submitted that no new matter has been added to the 
application under the present amendment 



B. Summary of Rejections and Reply 
35 Use 112 

On page 2 of the Final Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claims 60. 61. 
76 and 77 under 35 USC 112. second paragraph, as being Indefinite for fslling to 
particularly point out and distinctly daim the subject matter which the Applicant 
regards as the invention. More specifically, the Examiner stated that, in daims 60 
and 76. the recitation "said device analysis unit is operative to generate a third 
control Signal" renders the daims indefinite and undear since first and i^cond 
control signals have not been previously generated. Similarly, the Examiner stated 
that, in daims 61 and 76 (sic. intended to be 77). the recitation "said device analysis 
unit Is operative to generate a fourth control signal" renders the daims indefinite and 
undear since second and third control signals have not been previously generated. 
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In response. Applicant has amended daims 60. 61, 76 and 77 ir order to 
change their respective claim dependency. The respective claim deperdency of 
claims 60 and 76 is now such that first and second control signals haive been 
previously introduced. Similariy. the respective claim dependency of ciaims 61 and 
77 is now such that second and third control signals have been previously 
introduced. 

The amendments made to daims 60. 61, 76 and 77 are believed to have fully 
addressed and overcome the Examiner's rejection of these daims. Accordiigly the 
Applicant respectfully submits that claims 60, 61. 76 and 77 as amended ar^ now in 
full compliance with 35 USC 1 1 2. second paragraph. 

35 use 103 

On page 3 of the Final Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claJrrs 47-80 
under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application No. 
2002/0016921 (hereinafter referred to as "Olsen") in view of U.S. Patent Application 
No. 2003/0137685 (hereinafter referred to as "Meade. I|-). As set forth below, the 
Applicant respectfully disagrees and submits that daims 47-80 distinguish dearly 
and patentably over the dted art. 

Independent claim 47 



The Examiner's attention is directed to the following limitations of daim 47: 



"A disbursement tracking system (...) comprising: 



b) a processing unit coupled to said Input, said preceasing unit operative to: 



iii) determine a status of the output device on a basis of said devi» 

information, said stetus Indudlng an indication of a coat allocatl^.n 

data requirement of the output device- 
IV) process said print Job file on a basis of the cost allocation d«ita 

requirement of the output device, for ensuring that said print job file is in 

condition for pnnting by the output device; 
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It is respectfully submitted that the combination of Olsen and Meads II does 
not explicitly disclose nor implicitly suggest the invention claimed in clalTi 47 as 
discussed below. 

Firstly, Olsen does not disclose, teach nor suggest a processing unit operative 
to -determine a status of the output device on a basis of [the] device inft.miation 

[the] status including an Indication of ^ cost allnc.«nn w.t. ^^^^ 

device". Olsen also does not teach or suggest that the processing unit is further 
operative to "process [the] print job file on a baste nf tH» .... ...^^.^^-n rlnf-. 

requTemeptofthe output device , for ensuring that [the] print Job file is in con. Jition for 
printing by the output device". 

Rather. Olsen describes a system including a document table listing a plurality 
of print job documents transferred from a plurality of clients of the system, anJ a user 
table containing infbmr,ation specifying users of the system that are allcv/ed or 
disallowed by the plurality of clients to print the print job documents transferred to the 
document table. A client may consult the user table to determine if a print job 
document is printed and, in case it has been printed, which users have prirted the 
document (see paragraph/box 60 of Olsen). Thus. Olsen describes a system that 
provides a status of the print job document, i.e. whether or not the print job document 
has been printed and if so, by which user of the system. 

However, Olsen is totally unconcerned with detemiining a status of the output 
device itself, let alone a status including an indication of a cost allocatifi n ri^t^ 
re quirement of the outpyt dev ic e . In fact, as correctly noted by the Examiner on 
page 4 of the Final Office Action. Olsen is totally lacking any teaching or suggestion 
of a processing unit operative to "detemnine a status of the output devioe[. the status] 
including an indication of a cost allocation data requirement of the output d svice". 
Furthermore, as conceded by the Examiner. Olsen also does not teach or suggest 
'processing the print job file on the basis of the cost allocation data requiren-ent of 
the output device-; for ensuring that the print job file is in condition for printing ay the 
output device. 
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secondly, the Applicant respectfully submits that Meade, 11 does noi discJose 
teach nor suggest the above-discussed limitations of claim 47. already sh<.wn to be 
missing from Olsen. Specifically. Meade. II neither teaches nor suggests a 
processing unit operative to (1) "deteaniDg a status of the output device on basis of 
[the] device Infomiation. [the] status Including an indicHon of , .n...^-^^^ 
requirement of the n^ t P.t rl.>.lr, '; and (2) -fiiacess [the] print Job file ^ basis of 
the cQst allocation <1ata requlp.rnpnt of the pMtpm d^v| r g . for ensuring that (the] print 
Job file IS In condition for printing by the output device". 

Rather. Meade, ii describes an apparatus for monitoring u^.age of 
consumables (e.g. paper and toner) at an image forming device In order to .establish 
the cost of consumable resources that are utilized for any particular print job 
executed by the image forming device (see paragraph/box 27, lines 5-11 of Meade 
II). The apparatus of Meade. II is totally unconcerned with the existence or non^ 
existence of a cost allocation data reqwirempnt for any particular image fomitng 
device on which a print job is to be executed. Specifically, the apparatus of Meade 
II monitors usage of consumables at an image forming device without gMng any 
consideration to whether or not there is a cost allo^tfnn H.f ^ reouir^mpnt for that 
particular image forming device (see paragraphs/boxes 64 to 59 of Meside. II). 
Cleariy. therefore. Meade. II does not teach or suggest a processing unit ope;atiJe to 
• determine a status of the output dev(ce[. the] status including an Indication of a cost 
allocation data requirement of the output device". 

Moreover, since it does not teach or suggest determining a cost allocation 
requirement of an image forming device. Meade. II cannot possibly teach or suggest 
performing any operation on the basis of the cost allocation data rBquiremen-: of the 
image fomiing device. In fact, as described above, the apparatus of Meade II 
always processes a print job file in the same manner (i.e. monitors and reports 
consumables usage at the Image forming device) regardless of whether or not there 
is a cost ailocation data requirement for the particular Image fonning device on which 
the print job is to be executed. Thus. Meade. II cannot be held to teach or suggest 
processing '[the] print job file on a basis of th» cost aii«^.finn h.*. ro^...^^^^^ ^f 
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the output device, for ensuring that [the] print job fife is In condition for prinling by the 
output device". 

In iight of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that at least one limitation 
of independent claim 47 is neither taught ndr suggested by the cited ar. whether 
taken separately or in combination. Therefoi^e. the Applicant respectfull/ submits 
that at least one criterion required for establishing a prima facie case of obviousness 
in accordance with MPEP 706.02G) has not been satisfied^ 

Accordingly, the subject matter of claim 47 is believed to be novel and non- 
obvious over the cited prior art and, as such, in condition for allowarce. The 
Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw the rejection of claim 47 under 35 
use 103(a>. 

Dependent claims 48-62 

Claims 48-62 depend either directly or indirectly on claim 47 and therefore 
include all of the limitations of claim 47. Hence, for the same reasons as those set 
forth herein above in respect of claim 47, the Applicant respectfully sut mits that 
claims 48-62 distinguish clearly and patentably over the cited art, such tha: they are 
also believed to be in condition for allowance. The Examiner Is thus respectfully 
requested to withdraw the rejection of claims 48-62. 

Intjpp^ndent plajm 63 

The Examiner's attention is directed to the following limitations of clal n 63: 

**A computer readable storage medium containing 9 program element for execution by a 
computing apparatus to Implement a disbursement tracking system (...). said 
disbursement tracking system including: 

b) a processing unit coupled to said Input, said processing unit operative to: 



For the Examiner to eslaljlish a pnma fade case of obviousness, three crtieria musi bo considered; (1) (here riust be some 
suggestion or mobv^tion. eittior In the references thomselve&'pr in the knowledge ganerady available to one of oidinary £Klii in 
tha art, to modify the referencs or lo combrne the reference leacwngs, C2) there must be a reasonable expectalio i of suooess, 
and <3) the prior art references must teach or suggest aQ of the claim limitations. MPEP §§ 7O6.O20), 2142 (am ad.). 
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^ ^^J^lr ^ c>n a basis of said cevlce 

mfbrmation, safd status Incfuding an Indication of a cost aUoraHon 
data requirement ofthe output device allocation 
iv) process said print Job file on a basis of the cost alJocation rtat^ 



tt is respectfully submitted that the combination of Olsen and Meado. il does 
not explicitly disclose nor implicitly suggest the invention claimed in claim 63 

Specifically, for the same reasons as those set forth herein above ir respect 
of claim 47. neither Meade, Jl nor Olsen teaches or suggests a processing unit 
operative to (1) "determine a status of the output device on a basis of [th.] device 
information, {the] status including an indication of . r.r,.f ,|io^«.n h... 
of ttie outpcit dPyl^ "; and (2) "process [the] print Job file on a ba.L. nf 
allQcatlon data repMirement 9f th^ n„tp,.t n c^ Yi rn. for ensuring that [thej print Job fife is 
in condition for printing by the output device". 

Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully submits that the subject matter Df claim 
63 IS novel and non-obvious over the cited prior art and. as such, in condtion for 
allowance. The Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw the reJe.jtion of 
claim 63. 

Dependent claims G4-7g 

Claims 64-78 depend either directly or indirectly on claim 63 and thsrefore 
Include all of the limitations of claim 63. Hence, for the same reasons as these set 
forth herein above in respect of claim 63. the Applicant respectfully submits that 
claims 64-78 distinguish ciearty and patentabiy over the cited ar t, such that th py ^ro 
also believed tp m condition for R|ln^,^r^nrn . The Examiner is thus respectfully 
requested to withdraw the rejection of claims 64-78. 

independent claim 79 

The Examiner's attention is directed to the following limitations of claim 79: 
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A disbursement (racking system (...) comprising: 

b) processing mean, coupJed to said input means, said processing means ope-atiVe 
iir) 



iv) 



detemilria a status of the output device on a basis of said device 
Womrjatlon, sa,d status including an Indication of a c^t a Toe ,Uo^ 
data requirement of th© output device- 

proceBS said print job flie on a basis of the cost allocation data 

JflJ.'TnT"* f ensuring «S^Sd^-n?ta?S 

»s in condition for printing by the output device; 



It is respectfully submitted that the combination of Olsen and Meade, II does 
not explicitly disclose nor implicitly suggest the invention daimed In claim 79. 

Specifically, for the same reasons as those set forth herein above ir respect 
of daim 47. neither Meade. II nor Olsen teaches or suggests processinji means 
operative to (1) "determine a status of the output device on a basis of [thej device 
infomiation. (the] status induding an Indication nf ^ nost ;.iinr.fin^ h^^. -Ttfrmmt 

Qf the output devfOf - : and (2) "process [the] print Job file on a basi.<; of ^ 

allocation data requirement ftf the output deyiop , for ensuring that [the] print job file is 
in condition for printing by the output device". 

Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully submits that the subject matter Df daim 
79 is novel and non-obvious over the cited prior art and. as such, in condtion for 
allowance. The Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw the rejection of 
claim 79. 

Independent rl^|m An 

The Examiner's attention Is directed to the following limitations of daim BO: 
"A method for controlling the usage of an oy device, said method comprising: 

^t^utSce:^ mdicatlon of a cost allocation data requirement of ti.e 
e) processing said print Job file on a basis of the cost allocation da:a 
requirement of the output device, for ensuring thTsald print Tb ffle is" 
condition for printing by the output device: 
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It is respectfully submitted 
not explicitly disclose nor tmplici 



ttiat the combination of OJsen and Meace, 11 does 
ilUy suggest the invention claimed in claim 83. 



Specifically, for the same 
of claim 47, neither Meade, II 
status of the output device 
including an indication of a 



on 



cost 



and (2) "processing [the] print 
reauirement of the output device , 



printing by the output device". 

Accordingly, the Applicanjt 
80 rs novel and non-obvious ov&r 
allowance. The Examiner is resjpectfully 
80. 
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reasons as those set forth herein above in respect 
nor Olsen teaches or suggests (1) "determining a 
a basis of [the] device information, [the] status 
aliocatjon data reauirement of the outpit device ": 



job file on a basis of the cost alloCction data 
, for ensuring that [the] print job file is in condition for 



respectfully submits that the subject matt<ir of claim 
the cited prior art and. as such, in condition for 
requested to withdraw the rejectioi of claim 
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III. CONCLUSION 



In view of the foregoing, the Applicant is of the view that clainns 47-80 are In 
allowable form. Favorable reconsideration is requested. Early allowance of the 
Applicatron is earnestly solicited. 

If the claims of the application are not considered to be in full condition for 
allowance, for any reason, Applicant respectfully requests the ccnstmctive 
assistance and suggestions of the Examiner in drafting one or more scceptable 
claims pursuant to MPEP 707.07Q) or in making constructive suggestions pursuant 
to MPEP 706.03 so that the application can be placed in allowable conditioa as soon 
as possible and without the need for further proceedings. 



Respectfully submitted, 





William Park, Reg. No. 55,523 
tjadas & Parry 
224 South Michigan Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
(312) 427-1300 
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